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1. Introduction
Youth is universally recognized as a stage in a life course distinct from childhood and
adulthood.  Its beginning, the onset of puberty, is biologically determined but its ending is
culturally and socially defined and hence, more difficult to pinpoint.  In Western culture, the end
of schooling, the start of work, leaving the parental home, and family formation -  usually
through marriage - are events leading to the end or ending this life stage.  The experience of these
events is dependent on individual and family factors, and is affected by historical, economic,
cultural, and technological changes as well. 
Early industrialization, for example, affected the patterns of residence, schooling, work,
and marriage of the young in mid-19th century Hamilton (Katz and Davey, 1978).  It is
interesting to note that the  ‘cluttered nest’, a phenomenon noticed in Canada in the 1980s, also
happened in Hamilton about a century ago. Using data from censuses, Katz and Davey showed
that in 1851, one-half of the young men had left home by age 17 whereas by 1871, one-half had
left only by age 22.  Employment in the city’s newly established industries allowed the young to
prolong their stay in their parental home.  But, Katz and Davey also showed that the changes in
the circumstances of the youth did not happen uniformly.  Residential arrangement, schooling,
work, and marriage varied greatly  among different ethnic groups and social classes. 
 In this century, there were several historical, social, and economic events and changes
which would have had as much impact on Canadian youth as the early industrialization had in
mid-19th century Hamilton.  The Great Depression in the 30s, the Second World War, the post-
war affluence, the turbulence in 60s and early 70s (including the women’s liberation movement,
introduction of the contraceptive pill, and sex revolution), and  the economic recessions in the
80s and 90s would have affected the youth’s transition to adulthood.  This paper does not analyze
their effects in great detail but we do capture some of their influences by birth cohort analysis. 
We examine the changes in the timing, occurrence, and sequences of early life events of
Canadian men born between 1916 to 1975 using the data provided through the 1995 General
Social Survey of the Family.  Through a life course framework, we look into six early life course
events - school completion, work start, home-leaving, cohabitation, first marriage, and first birth
- and explore the differences by social status, culture, and opportunity structures.
2. Data and Methodology
This study follows a life course framework in that we study the processes spanning a
portion of the lives of Canadian men involving education, work, and family life events. In
demography, we often study marriage, birth, and living arrangement, but most often as separate
events. The availability of retrospective longitudinal data such as those collected through the
General Social Survey by Statistics Canada and the recently developed techniques in event
history analysis allow us to examine simultaneously and explore linkages among the different life
course events.  In this section we discuss the data - their strengths and limitations,  and the
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 The questions on dates asked of most respondents were as follows: (1) Home-leaving:
In what month and year did you last live with one or both of your parents (or parent substitutes?)
(2) School completion: What is the highest level of education you have attained? In what month
and year did you complete your studies? (3) First Regular Work: Have you ever worked at a job
or business on a regular basis? By this I mean a full-time or part-time job which lasted six
months or longer. In what year did you first start working on a regular basis? Exclude part-time
employment while you were attending school full-time. (4) First Cohabitation: Have you ever
been a partner in a common-law relationship? (Common-law partnership means having a sexual
relationship while sharing the same usual address.) In what month and year did you and your
partner begin to live together? (5) First Marriage: In what month and year was your first
marriage? (6) Age at First Birth: In what month and year was your first child born?
various techniques that we use.
2.1. The 1995 General Social Survey of Family and Friends
The 1995 General Social Survey focussed on the family and, in addition, obtained data on
school completion and start of regular work1 (Statistics Canada, 1997). It gathered refined
measures of timing, asking for both the year and month when each life course event occurred.
The survey covers the whole of Canada excluding residents of Yukon and Northwest
Territories and full-time residents of institutions. The respondents consist of 10750 individuals
aged 15 and older, of whom 4835 are men. We limit our study to 4390 men since we have
excluded those aged 15 to 19 and 80 years or older at the time of the survey: the former are too
young to have experienced many of the events of interest here while the latter are too few and too
disparate in age. The sampling procedure followed by Statistics Canada ensures that the sample
is representative of the population. Since the survey had a complex design rather than simple
random sampling, weights are used throughout all our analyses.
Like any retrospective survey, the GSS95 has limitations. The first limitation is that those
included in the sample are those who have survived and have remained in the country as of
survey date. We assume that those who died or emigrated would have experienced the events in a
manner similar to those who were around at the time of the survey. For certain events the bias
may be small as the trends obtained here are similar to those found in previous studies (for
example, on first marriage and first birth) using census and/or registration data (Dumas and
Peron, 1992; Ram, 1990; Ravanera, 1995). We shall indicate in our discussion whenever the bias
appears to be substantial. 
The second limitation is the problem of recalling information on past events, particularly
among the elderly. In the events of interest here, the problem does not seem to be severe except
for the date on age at completion of schooling with about 12% of the respondents unable to
provide the data. For the other events, the percentages of respondents unable to recall dates are
around 2 to 6%. The recall problem is more severe for information that is not directly about the
respondents themselves, for example, about the respondent's parents.
A third limitation is that errors may have been made in reporting the ages when the
respondents experienced the events. A study of  Belgian event history data found that compared
to men, women are better at providing accurate dates of family events (Poulain et al., 1992). 
While there may be inaccuracies in the data, we take heart in Courgeau’s (1992) findings that
errors in dating retrospective events did not greatly affect a variety of life history analyses that he
performed, and that though certain dates may be misreported, they do not affect the accuracy of 
sequences of events.
2.2. Cohort Analysis
To capture the effects of historical changes we perform our analysis by birth cohorts . For
the life table analysis that examines inter-cohort changes in timing, we group the respondents
into 5-year birth cohorts from 1916-20 to 1971-75. The sample size for each cohort is large
enough for life table analysis to give reasonable parameter estimates. For a more detailed analysis
of sequences of transitions and of the variations in timing by socio-economic characteristics, we
make use of 10-year birth cohorts for a total of 6 cohorts starting with the 1916-25 to the 1966-75
birth cohort (Table 1).
2.3. Life Tables and Timing
To examine the trends over cohorts, we use life table analysis which has the advantage of
taking care of right censoring of data. Those who have not experienced the event as of the survey
date are taken into account in computations yielding unbiased probability estimates. Single-
decrement life tables are done separately for school completion, start of regular work, home-
leaving, first union, first marriage, and for first birth. Since common-law unions were not
experienced by substantial numbers of older men, life tables for first union are constructed to
make results for younger and older cohorts comparable. First union is taken as the age at the start
of either first cohabitation or first marriage whichever occurred earlier. The difference in the
probabilities of first union and first marriage would imply the probability of experiencing
cohabitation. 
The life table parameters that we use to track trends over cohorts are the ages at which
25%, 50% (the median), and 75% of men experience the event. Following the example of Hogan
(1981), we examine the spread in the distribution of timing by using the interquartile range (IQR
-  the difference between the third and first quartiles) as a measure of variation in the time it takes
a cohort to experience an event. 
And, to measure approximately the length of time for a complete transition to adulthood,
we make use of a number of indicators similar to those used by Modell et al. (1976) and by
Hogan (1981). Modell et al., for example, take the difference between the age at which 20% of a
cohort have completed schooling and the age at which 80% have established their own home as
an indicator of the duration of transition from youth to adulthood. Hogan measured it as the
difference between the age at which 25% of a cohort have completed schooling and the age at
which 75% have married. Both measure the time when the first event in the overall process of
transition to adulthood is well under way and the time when the last event is virtually completed
for the cohort. 
We adapt a similar measure in this paper. The transition to adulthood can be described as
occurring in two stages (1) taking off, and (2) settling down. The "taking off" is measured as the
difference between the age at which 25% of the cohort have started work and the age at which
75% have left the parental home. The "settling down" can be  measured in three different ways
depending on how we can relate "settling" to adulthood. In these measures, we take the starting
point of settling down as the first quartile of leaving the parental home and the terminal point as
the third quartile of: (a) first union, (b) first marriage, or (c) birth of first child. For these
indicators, we confine our analysis to those who have experienced both the starting and terminal
event of interest.
2.4. Sequences of Transitions: Probabilities and Duration Between Sequences
To trace the sequences of events or the life course trajectories of individuals, we use the
non-Markovian portion of LIFEHIST, a computer package for event history analysis (Rajulton,
1991). Essentially, this part of the program creates multiple-decrement life tables with the
assumption that previous experiences of events affect subsequent transitions. Among the results
provided by the package are the asymptotic probabilities of going through different sequences.
Multiplying these conditional probabilities of transitions gives the probability of reaching a
certain stage (say, first marriage) through different pathways involving the other events of
interest: school completion, entry into first job, home-leaving, first cohabitation, and first birth.
LIFEHIST also provides a measure of duration or average number of years spent between
"events" (also referred to as "states" in event history part of our analysis) by members of a cohort
who follow the same trajectory. 
2.5. Heterogeneity
Proponents of life course analysis have well recognized the importance of examining
intra-cohort variations in life courses. Variations in social class, community backgrounds, and
culture and ethnicity, for example, lead to differences in the life courses of members of the same
cohort (Elder, 1978; Modell and Hareven, 1978;  Hareven, 1980; Hogan, 1981; Imhoff, 1986).
Ferreting out these variations is a challenge even with a large sample. In this study, intra-cohort
variations in the timing of transitions are analyzed in two ways. 
First, an exploratory procedure looks at gross effects by preparing life tables for each
category of a given variable. Because of small sample size the effects of other variables are not
controlled for. Life table analysis is done for categories of mother's education, first language
spoken, immigration status, and region of residence. These variables are meant to capture
respectively the effects of social class, ethnicity and culture, and community backgrounds.
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 For social class, for example, it would have been better to use father's education and
occupation at the time when the respondents were experiencing the transition to adulthood. 
However, the information on father's occupation was not collected in the survey; and, many
respondents particularly those of the older cohorts did not know the educational attainment of
their fathers. Compared to the number able to provide information on father's education, about
10% more respondents gave information on their mother's education. 
Similarly, no question on ethnicity was asked. Neither was there a question on the size of
the community where the respondents grew up. Age at immigration was asked but the sample
size of immigrants is not large enough to be categorized by age.
3
 As mentioned earlier (see Table 1), a greater percentage of men (about 12%) could not
provide the age at school completion. It may well be that those who could not remember their age
at school completion are those who have finished schooling earlier, which would make the life
table ages somewhat over-estimated.
Although these variables are not ideal2, they do capture some of the important differences in
Canadian society. We also did life table analysis by respondent's education because the effects of
social class, culture, and background, are most likely mediated through one's own education
(Hogan, 1981).
The second procedure uses the proportional hazards model, again using the LIFEHIST
program, which takes explicitly into account the fractional weights of the sample data. This
multivariate analysis simultaneously controls for the effects of the five variables included in our
study, namely, respondent's education, mother's education, first language spoken, region of
residence, and immigration status.  For this part of the analysis, we focus only on timing of first
marriage  in keeping with the analysis on sequences of transitions that traced pathways leading to
marriage.
3. Results: Changes Over Cohorts
3.1. Timing of Transitions: The Median Ages
Table 2 shows the life table estimates of ages at which the first quartile, second quartile
(median), and third quartile of the cohorts experienced school completion, start of work, leaving
the parental home, first union, first marriage, and first birth. The medians (Figure 1) are
indicators of the average timing of occurrence of the events and provide a general picture of the
trends over cohorts. 
Except for the earlier cohorts, start of regular work, rather than school completion,  seems
to be experienced at the youngest age3. Over cohorts, there has been a big increase in age at
starting regular work. By about 17.6 years, 50% of those born between 1926-30 started working
regularly whereas among the 1966-70 birth cohort, 50% did so only by age 20.7, or an increase of
3 years in median age at work start. A similar trend is also apparent in age at school completion:
on the average, the 1926-30 birth cohort completed schooling by 17 years of age while the 1966-
4We have used as point of reference here the 1926-30 birth cohort because we think that
there may be some bias in the estimate for the earlier birth cohorts (1916-25) in that those who
had higher education may be over-represented in the sample.  Given the differential mortality by
social class, those who were alive as of the time of the survey among those aged 70 and over may
be more representative of the higher social class, and hence would have had higher education and
older age at school completion and work start. As for the latest cohort, the slightly lower ages
may be due to selection, that is, those who have already completed schooling and started working
have done so at young ages not representative of the whole cohort. The estimate for this group
may be higher if data are collected at a later time.
70 cohort did so only by age 22.2 or an increase of about 5 years4. 
Figure 1 clearly shows that the significant increase in end of schooling and start of work
happened among those born between 1931 to 1945.  These cohorts entered their youth stage
starting from the end of the Second World War and extending to the period of post-war
affluence. Among the factors that may have contributed to the later age at end of schooling  were
the greater opportunities and the availability of resources to pursue higher education, which in
turn delayed, for some,  the start of regular work. It may also be that the returning soldiers and
women who entered the work force during the war provided competition to these young men’s
search for first jobs. The continuing late age at start of work and end of schooling among the later
cohorts may be due to a combination of factors: the slower economic growth, the restructuring of
businesses, and the need for highly trained workers for jobs in the post-industrial economy.
Studies in the late 80s and 90s showing the cluttering of parental nests is apparent in the
median ages at home-leaving (Boyd and Pryor, 1989; Boyd and Norris, 1995). Compared to
those born in the early 50s who left home at about 21.5 years of age, the latest cohorts are late
home-leavers, staying home until about 23 years of age an increase of about a year and a half. 
But, the home-leaving pattern of the earlier cohorts reveals that the changes are not as dramatic
as in school completion and work start. The age at home-leaving among those born before the
1950s hovered around 21 to 22 years old as well. Interestingly, Katz and Davey (1978) found that
in 1871 in Hamilton, Ontario, the median age at home-leaving of young men was also about 22
years while age at employment  was around 15 years. It would seem then that a longer-term view
points to significant changes in age at start of regular work and end of schooling but a more
stable age at leaving the parental home.
The pattern of timing of family formation among men is a familiar U-shape: the early
cohorts of men married and had their first child at relatively old ages, the mid-cohorts at younger
ages, and the later cohorts at older ages once again. The median age at first marriage among the
1916-25 birth cohort was 26.6. This age gradually decreased to 23.6 among the  1941-45 birth
cohort but increased in the next cohort and reached 28.7 for the 1961-65 birth cohort.  Similarly,
the age at first birth was high at 29.6 among the earliest cohort, decreased to a lowest of 26.5
among those born in 1941-45 and increased again reaching 31.2 among the 1961-65 birth cohort. 
The marriage and fertility patterns early in the century was a continuation of what is known as a
Western European pattern, that is, men experienced these events at relatively late ages.  But
family formation took a different turn among those who parented the boomers.  Those born from
the 1920s initiated the trend of marrying and giving birth at younger ages which continued until
the pre-boomers or the 1941-45 birth cohort.  Economic difficulties caused by the Great
Depression of the 1930s and the upheavals brought about by the Second World War may have
fostered values consistent with early family formation among these cohorts.
The boomers started the return back to the old pattern of late marriage and late
parenthood and initiated  a more dramatic change: cohabitation instead of marriage as the start of
family formation.  Figure 1 shows that the divergence of median age at first union and at first
marriage started with the 1946-50 cohort with a 0.2 year of difference.  By the 1961-65 cohort,
the gap between first union and first marriage is about 3.5 years, implying a great increase in the
popularity of sexual unions that forego formal marriage ceremony.  No doubt, these changes in
timing and in cohabitation must have been a part of the social changes that occurred around the
late 60s and early 70s in Canada.- among them, the women’s liberation movement, the sex
revolution, the introduction of the contraceptive pills - which, in part, may have been influenced
by the economic post war prosperity and the sheer large number of the boomers who were all
young at that time. 
3.2 Uniformity in Age at Transitions: The Interquartile Ranges
Table 2 also presents the interquartile ranges or the differences between the ages at which
first and third quartile of the cohorts have experienced the various events.  These ranges are
measures of the spread of the age at occurrence of events and are indicators of the age
homogeneity in experiencing each event.  As Neugarten et al.(1965)  remark, “(T)here exists
what might be called a prescriptive timetable for the ordering of major life events: a time in the
life span when men and women are expected to marry, a time to raise children, a time to retire” 
(p. 711).  As shown in Figure 2, the IQRs are largest for first birth in most cohorts and smallest
for age at start of work, indicating that the young are expected to start working within a certain
narrow age boundaries whereas there is more tolerance for variation in age at which to start a
family.
The general trend in the IQRs seems to be similar to the trend in median ages, that is, the
transitions are more spread among the early cohorts, concentrated in the mid-cohorts, and spread
out again among the later cohorts.  This trend particularly holds to a great extent for the family
life events of first union, first marriage, and first birth and to some extent, home-leaving. 
Interestingly,  Modell et al.  (1976) found that in comparison to about a century ago (about 1880),
“young people today [1970s in the US] are more likely to be similar to one another in the age at
which they leave home, enter marriage, and set up their own households” (p.17).  They find this
in agreement with the view that “this period of life has become more routinized”.  Similar
routinization may have happened in Canada until about the 70s when the 1941-45 birth cohort
reached the ages at which they experienced transition to adulthood.  But, from that period and 
onwards to the 80s and 90s, ages at transition became less homogenized.  Imhoff (1986) noticed
a trend towards less age uniformity in family processes from the 1970s in other Western
countries as well.  This may be an indication that today’s  greater tolerance for different life
styles extends to the timing of experiencing life events as well.  The ages at which events are
expected to happen are more widespread or that there may no longer be sanctions against
deviation from the age prescriptions.
The exception to this trend on the spread of timing of transition is that of completion of
schooling.  The interquartile ranges of transitions are very large for the cohorts born between
1931 to 1945 -  about 11 to 13 years whereas those of the other cohorts are ten years or less. 
What may have been captured here is the return to schooling (for higher education or specialized
training) of many members of these cohorts.  
3.3  Length of Transition to Adulthood: Taking Off and Settling Down
Of interest to researchers is the length of time it takes for the young  to experience events
associated with adulthood. The data on ages at experiencing the different life course events
suggest to us that the transition to adulthood may be viewed in two parts: an early part wherein
the young start being independent and take off from their parental nests; and a later part wherein
they settle down and form their own families.  As a measure of taking off, we subtracted the age
at which 25% of a cohort started working (indicating that the process is well on the way) from
the age at which 75% of the cohort leave the parental home (when the transition is virtually
complete).  For settling down, the starting point is the first quartile of leaving home and the
terminal point is the third quartile of first union,  first marriage, or  first birth.  
Table 3 presents the number of years it takes the cohorts to take off and settle down.  A
plot of length of transitions (Figure 3) shows that transition to adulthood has been fairly stable
until the 1936-40 cohort when both taking off and settling down (using the first union or first
marriage as the terminal points) took about 10 years.  A dramatic change occurred among men
born after 1940: taking off became shorter; men were older when they started working but 
younger when they left home.  The condition in the 60s and 70s might have been favourable to
the young in that they had greater resources (possibly familial, or societal sources) that allowed
longer stay in school and later start of work and made independent living possible at younger
ages.  The conditions during the 80s was not conducive to this pattern of transition anymore. 
Men born in the 60s took  slightly longer time to take off.  Many of them started to work later
and also left parental homes later.
Settling down differs from taking off in that the delay happened not only among those
born in the 60s but even among those  born in the 50s.  When first marriage is taken as the
terminal event for settling down, the time to settle down among the more recent cohort is about
as long as that among cohorts born before the 40s.  But, when first union is taken as the terminal
point,  later cohorts take a shorter time and when first birth is the end point (until the 1956-60
cohort) a longer time.  This indicates that the recent cohorts move through the transition faster
when it is a question of non-formal commitment but more cautiously when the transition is to a
more permanent state (first marriage and first birth).
5We could also have traced the pathways to first birth but we would have had to deal with
several more trajectories. 
3.4. Probabilities of Experiencing Trajectories to Marriage
The parameters  provided by life tables give a general  picture of the average ages at
which events were experienced by various cohorts.  However, life tables even when taken
together as shown in Figure 2 do not give a picture of the trajectories through the various events
made by members of the cohort.  From the average ages, we find that men go through the
sequence of transitions starting from work, school completion, home-leaving, first union,
marriage, and first birth.  An analysis of sequences using the LIFEHIST program shows that the
picture is not that simple.  Table 4A presents the probabilities of different pathways leading to
marriage5 for each of the 10-year birth cohorts.  There are several pathways towards marriage --
some marry without experiencing the other life events but most start working first before
marrying.  The probabilities of direct marriage paths, (A.1.- from origin, here taken as age 10, to
marriage and A.2.- origin to home-leaving to marriage) were high (0.20) in the earliest cohort
(1916-25) but these probabilities have substantially decreased in the subsequent cohorts with
only 0.02 probability of occurrence in the 1966-75 birth cohort. 
The more favoured path to marriage is through work, and for many through school
completion too.  Paths B1 to B3 all lead to marriage through work without school completion
while C1 to C3 trace trajectories that involve both work start and end of schooling before
marriage.  Table 4 shows that the total probability of a trajectory to marriage through work
without school completion was high at 0.17 among the 1916-25 birth cohorts, increased in the
next two cohorts reaching a high of 0.27, and decreased again so that the probability is only 0.05
in the latest cohort.  The men who followed this trajectory were most likely those who reached a
certain level of education, got married, and resumed schooling or took higher education or
specialized training later.  And, as we have stated earlier, a large percentage of men (about 12%)
did not provide their age at completion of schooling, which may have contributed to the high
probability of tracing this trajectory particularly among the earlier cohorts. The low probability in
the later two cohorts is, to a great extent, due to men taking  competing trajectories that end with
cohabitation rather than marriage.  Table 4B shows that adding the probability of following a
trajectory to cohabitation and then to marriage yields 0.11 probability in the latest cohort (Total
of paths B.1. to B.3 of Table 4B) instead of just 0.05 (Table 4A).  Even if union, rather than
marriage, is the end point of these trajectories, the probabilities are still lower in the later cohorts
indicating the reduced popularity of marrying before school completion.
The most preferred pathway leading to either marriage or union is the transition from
origin to school completion to work start to home-leaving and then, marriage or union (Path C.2). 
Table 4B shows that the probabilities of this trajectory are the highest in all cohorts ranging from
0.25 to 0.28.  If one were to trace this pathway leading to marriage alone (Table 4A), the
probability is only 0.13 for the 1966-75 cohort.  This points to the increasing popularity of
trajectories involving cohabitation.
The total of all these common trajectories towards marriage (last row of Table 4A)
decreases from 0.75 in the earliest cohort to 0.52 in the 1956-65 cohort and 0.27 in the latest. 
This is an indication of greater uniformity among the early cohorts and more diverse trajectories
among the latest.  The competing trajectories are mainly those involving cohabitation.  When
trajectories to cohabitation are included, total probabilities (Table 4B) for the 1956-65 and 1966-
75 cohorts are 0.71 and 0.59 respectively.  The low probability for the 1966-75 birth cohort is
affected by right censoring.  Many members of this cohort will most likely experience the
transition to marriage or union in the future and thereby increase this total probability.
3.5 Duration  Between Transitions
The LIFEHIST program provides a measure of timing, namely, the duration spent in
between transitions among those who go through certain trajectories.  In Table 5, we present
these durations for two common types of trajectories, (1) the “preferred” trajectory of going from
origin to school completion to working to leaving home and finally, to marriage or cohabitation
(Path C.2. in Tables 4A and 4B); and (2) the trajectory of the “independents” or those whose first
transition is from origin  to home-leaving, then to school completion, to work start, and to
marriage or cohabitation (Path C.3. in Tables 4A and 4B).  Those whose trajectory ends in
cohabitation are from the last two cohorts, 1956-65 and 1966-75.
The general trend over cohorts particularly among those who went through the preferred
trajectory is similar to what has already been discussed from the results obtained from the life
tables and therefore will not be repeated.  More enlightening would be a comparison of durations
between two cohorts: those born in 1926-35 and 1956-65.  The 1926-35 cohort departed from the
pattern in timing of the preceding cohorts and the 1956-65 cohort absorbed in full force the
changes initiated by the first wave of baby boomers.  The 1926-35 cohort completed schooling
early at 16 years and took about a year before starting work; stayed with parents for about 5 years
and a half; and took 2 years in between leaving home and marrying.  The 1956-65 cohort, on the
other hand, finished schooling later at about 19, took a year longer to start work; continued
staying with parents for a shorter period of about 3 years and a half; and spent the same amount
of time living on one’s own before marrying.  The later cohort spent a longer period of
dependency on their parents either as students or while searching for jobs.  Once they started
work however, they did not take a long time to leave home. 
A comparison of the “independents” between the same two birth cohorts shows that the
1956-65 cohort left home later (18.8 as against 17.5) but finished schooling within a shorter
duration after home-leaving (2.8 versus 4.9 years).  Possibly because of necessity, the period
spent in between end of schooling and start of work for both cohorts was short (0.3 and0.6 years). 
And, having started work, the 1956-65 cohort spent just about 3 years before marrying whereas
the 1926-35 cohort took about 5 and a half years to marry.
4. Results: Intra-cohort Differences
While there have been changes over cohorts in the early lives of Canadian men, we know
that these changes were not experienced uniformly by all cohort members.  Studies have shown
that life courses vary by individual, family, and social circumstances.  Social status, cultural
background, and opportunity structures influence the timing and sequences of experiencing
education, work, and family life events.
In this section, we discuss the differences in timing by social status indicated by mother’s
and respondent’s education, by cultural background indicated by first language and immigration
status, and by opportunity structures represented by region of residence.  We will also present the
differential in the length of transition to adulthood by social status.  Both the timing and length of
transitions are based on life table analysis, a bivariate statistical technique  which, because of
small sample size, does not allow simultaneous control for other variables.  To have an idea of
the effects of certain variables net of the influences of other factors, we use a hazards model of
timing of first marriage, the results of which are also presented in this section.
4.1. Gross Differences in Timing: Life Table Median Ages
The higher the social status, the later is the timing of school completion, work, and family
life events.  Table 6 shows that median ages of experiencing early life course events increase
with both mother’s or respondent’s education.  An exception is the age at home-leaving - those
whose mothers had elementary education leave home at about the same age as those whose
mothers had college education (22.6); and high school graduates leave home at almost the same
time as those with some college education (22.0).  An other exception is the slightly higher age at
marriage (about half a year) of those with some college education compared to college or
university graduates. 
Availability of parental resources is one reason for the later ages at transitions of those
belonging to higher social class.  Parents use their resources to provide higher education for their
children, which prolongs their stay in school and in turn delays the transitions to other life events. 
Having acquired human capital, those with higher education are also in better position to make
choices regarding their work or careers and in scheduling the formation of their own families. 
Higher parental expectations among those belonging to higher social class may also be a
cause of the  higher ages at transitions to adulthood.  As Cooney and Hogan (1991) note,
“(T)hese parental expectations influence the children’s attainment expectations and aspirations,
which in turn are related to their subsequent marriage timing” (p.180).
Cultural background influences the timing of transition.  The median ages at transitions of
those whose first language is neither English nor French are all higher than those with either
English or French as first language.  There are some differences too in the ages at transitions
between the anglophones and the francophones, which we will comment on below.  And,
immigrants experience the various life events at older ages than those born in Canada.
Differences in  culture induce later timing in ages at transitions.  However, the categories
we have used (“Other” first language, and “Immigrant”) are broad and encompass great
diversities in cultures.  One thing we do know about immigrants is that they have higher average
years of schooling.  Therefore, part of the explanation for these higher ages may be due to
education rather than to culture.
Availability of opportunities in the community for schooling and work influences the
timing of transitions and the variable we have to indicate this is the region of residence.  But, as
we discuss the differences in the timing of transitions among the young, we keep in mind that
regions differ not only in economic opportunities but in other aspects as well including culture,
tradition, and history.  As seen in Table 6, the Atlantic region stands out as having the lowest
ages at first union, marriage, and first birth.  This may be due to stronger family-oriented values
in the region.  But as will be shown later in our multivariate analysis, age at first marriage would
be higher in the Atlantic when all other variables are controlled for.  This means that the
explanation may be found not in differences in family values (which we have not included in our
model) but in variables such as mother’s and respondent’s education, first language and
immigration status. 
Quebec has the lowest median age at school completion but the highest age at marriage
and first birth.  It also has the second highest age at home-leaving but low age at first union,
mainly resulting from high rates of cohabitation.  These are in close consonant with the ages at
transition of those with French as first language and what we already know about demographic
behaviour in Quebec.  As noted in our study of early life transition of women, this trend  “may be
a reflection of a distinctive mixture of Gallic sophistication and modernity with lingering traces
of a very conservative brand of Catholicism” (Ravanera, Rajulton, and Burch, 1998).
Ontario and the Prairies are the opposites in terms of school completion, start of work,
and home-leaving, the events we associate with “taking off”.  Ontario has the second highest age
at school completion, and  the highest age at start of work and home-leaving.  In contrast, the
Prairies has the second lowest age at school completion and the lowest age at start of work and
home-leaving.  Our speculation is that Ontario’s greater opportunities for higher education
prolong schooling, and delay both work start and home-leaving.  Alternatively, the Prairies may
have equally good opportunities for higher education but it may also have greater opportunities
for first entry jobs which make longer stay in school less attractive.  The early work start most
likely leads to earlier home-leaving.
The highest age at school completion in British Columbia and its low age at work start
may be due to the region’s good opportunities for both higher education and work. And, family
formation takes place late - age at  marriage is next highest and age at first birth is the highest -
which may be a consequence of longer stay in school as well as a deliberate choice of the young
in British Columbia.
6Another way of introducing these control variables would be to use the timing of the
other life events as time-varying co-variants.  This would give a better measure of their effects
but it would also have required more data processing.
4.2. Length of Transition to Adulthood By Social Status
The differential by social status exists not only in the timing of experiencing each of the
early life events but also in the length of transition to adulthood.  Table 7 shows that there is an
inverse relation between social class and the length of taking off.  Among those whose mothers
had elementary education, taking off took 9  years whereas for those whose mothers had higher
education, it took about 6 and a half years.  The same trend is true with respondent’s education.  
But, those of higher social status took longer to settle down.  There is a direct relation
between length of settling down and mother’s education, particularly when marriage is
considered as the terminal point of settling down.  It took 8.8 years for those whose mothers had
elementary education and 9.8 years for those whose mothers had college education.  This direct
relation can also be gleaned from respondent’s education but only for high school graduates and
higher.  Those with elementary education seem to take longest time to form a union. 
Available resources, parental or individual, may be the underlying reason for these trends. 
Resources allow longer stay in school, later work start, and earlier establishment of independent
living arrangement.  With greater resources and human capital accumulated, those in higher
social class have greater independence in setting the timing of family formation.  In contrast, the
longer period of settling down through union or marriage among those with lowest education
may not be due to deliberate choice to delay the process but possibly due to difficulty in reaching
a threshold wherein marriage becomes economically viable. 
4.3. Net Differences in Marriage Timing: A Proportional Hazards Model
Table 8 presents the parameters of proportional hazards model of first marriage of the
1936-45 and 1946-55 birth cohorts.  We choose to analyse the independent variables’ net effect
on marriage in keeping with our life history analysis wherein we traced the pathways to first
marriage.  And, we choose these two cohorts for two reasons: (1) compared to earlier cohorts
there are less missing values in certain variables; and (2) many in the later cohorts have not
experienced marriage by the time of the survey,  not only because of their shorter exposure but
also because greater proportions of them chose cohabitation rather than marriage as their first
union.
We use the same variables as in our life table analysis, namely, mother’s education,
respondent’s education, first language, immigration status, and region of residence.  In addition,
we included the number of transitions before marriage, work before marriage, and cohabitation
before marriage in order to control for the effects of the other life events6.  Table 8 shows the
beta estimates, standard error, and relative risk of experiencing the event.  A positive estimate
implies a higher risk of experiencing marriage (and consequently, a lower age at marriage)
relative to the reference category.  The reference category is shown in the table as having an
estimate of 0 and a relative risk of 1.
The number of transitions before marriage has the expected effect of reducing the relative
risk of marriage and, both work and cohabitation before marriage increases the risk of marrying
though the estimate for cohabitation is not significant for the 1936-45 cohort.  Working or
cohabiting before marriage add to the number of transitions which delay marriage.  But, once this
effect is controlled for (here, by inclusion of the number of transitions), both events increase the
relative risk of marrying.  The higher risk among those who work before marriage is probably
due to the expectation that men are the main providers for the family and having a job is
therefore a pre-requisite to marriage.  Our expectation is that cohabitation per se would delay
marriage, which does not seem to be the case here.  Could it be that cohabiting provides a
positive experience for men so that it facilitates transition to marriage?
Our finding that the higher the social class, the later is the transition to marriage largely
holds even after controlling for other variables.  Except for the positive estimate for those whose
mothers have high school education, all the other estimates are negative and highly significant
implying a lower risk of marriage among those of higher social class.  The respondent’s
education’s net effect is somewhat different in that those with high school education have higher
risks of marrying than those with the lowest education.  Those with some college or university
education have negative estimates although only the estimate for the college or university
graduates in the 1946-55 birth cohort is significant.  
The finding about the effect of first language and of immigration status holds even after
controlling for other variables.  Those whose first language is neither English nor French and the
immigrants have lower risk of marriage implying that cultural differential in the timing of
transition remain after controlling for the effect of education.  The late age at marriage found
among those with French as first language is reversed in this analysis pointing to the possibility
that the other variables can better explain the late age at marriage, possibly cohabitation that adds
to the number of transitions before marriage. 
As for the region of residence, the relative risk of marriage is highest in all other regions
compared to the Atlantic.  In other words, if everything else were equal, age at marriage in the
Atlantic would have been higher than in the other regions, a reversal of the finding through the
life table.  This is consistent with economic rationality of marriage, that is, in places  where
economic opportunities are not abundant (as in the Atlantic), marriages would  most likely be
postponed. 
5. Discussion and Conclusion
We have examined the events in the early lives of Canadian men born between 1916 to
1975. These men would have spent their youth and made their transition to adulthood from about
1930s for the earliest cohort to the 1990s for the latest cohort, or a span of 60 years. Over this
period, men’s demographic behaviour has changed significantly. Today’s young men stay 5 years
longer in school and start work 3 years later than the youth of 50 years ago. While we have
mainly looked at the changes in timing, the nature of schooling and work would certainly have
changed as well, both  reflecting the changes in the economic and social structures of the country
over the period. 
Family formation too has changed greatly. First, those born between 1920s and 1940s 
married early and many did so within  narrow age boundaries. Then,  these trends were reversed
starting with the baby boomers leading to the observed similarities between the earliest and most
recent cohorts. The more recent cohorts picked up not only the reversal in timing initiated by the
boomers but also the shift to cohabitation. This type of union is possibly the clearest indicator
that families and family formation have undergone dramatic changes in the past 60 years. 
Cohabitation makes up 50% of all unions formed among men born after 1965 and we know that
compared to marriage, cohabiting union is more readily dissolved and fertility is lower and later.
Leaving the parental home seems to have undergone the least change. The age at home-
leaving hovered around 21 to 22 years with the more recent cohorts leaving home just about a
year later. But there are indications that the dependence relationship between parents and
children has undergone changes as well. Prolonged schooling and later work start point to
children’s longer dependence on parents. And, the duration between starting work and leaving
home was longer among the earlier cohorts indicating that they might have extended more help
to the family prior to starting their own. The longer dependency among later cohorts is probably
dictated by necessity engendered by changed economic structures but facilitated by parents’
relative affluence and less number of children.
That there are differentials in transition to adulthood by social status is as true today as it
was a century ago. Those belonging to higher social status stayed in school longer, and started
work and formed their own families later. Length of transition to adulthood also differs: the
taking off period is shorter while settling down period is longer among those in high social
status. Resources, both parental and personal, and differential expectations influence the timing
and pacing of transitions.
Culture affects the move from youth to adulthood as well. But, given the variables and
categories that we have used in our analysis, it is not possible to provide more details on cultural
effects. Our findings also indicate that community background, in particular opportunities for
education and work, influences the timing of transition to adulthood.
While we have examined the variations in the timing of transitions, we have left out for
now the variation in the sequences of transitions. As shown above, there is a preferred trajectory
towards marriage traced by about 25% of  men. This trajectory starts with school completion,
then,  start of work, then home-leaving and finally, marriage (or cohabitation, in the case of
recent cohorts). It would be interesting to find out whether the likelihood of going through this
trajectory differs by social status, culture, or community background.  If it does, does following a
less preferred trajectory affect later  transitions in family life like divorce or work interruptions,
retirement and income?
This study demonstrates the usefulness of retrospective longitudinal data coupled with
commonly used techniques such as life tables and more specialized event history techniques of
analysis provided by a program such as LIFEHIST. The data have a number of limitations but
they do allow a simultaneous analysis of several life course events experienced by cohorts born
over a period of about 60 years.  Collection of such longitudinal data through prospective
observation plans would probably  be difficult (if not impossible) to do.
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Table 1: Percentage of Men Respondents, Age 15-79
By Cohorts and Other Variables
1966-751956-651946-551936-451926-351916-25All Cohorts
5-Year Birth Cohorts
51.749.047.344.447.337.347.6   First 5-Year
48.351.052.755.652.762.752.4   Second 5-Year
92011289366204743114389N
Resp.'s Education
14.515.321.130.746.746.823.9   Less than HS Grad.
20.417.815.211.412.314.416.1   High School Grad.
29.715.917.510.46.79.217.0   Some College
35.451.046.247.634.429.643.0   College Graduate
90611009125994482844249N
Mother's Education
18.331.742.256.764.966.239.4   Elementary
46.447.944.234.927.725.941.8   High School
35.320.413.68.77.47.918.8   College
8149847494833392163585N
First Language
64.155.054.050.850.358.555.9   English
21.625.829.727.026.523.425.8   French
14.219.316.322.123.218.118.3   Other
90610909085964492824231N
Migration Status
84.878.177.674.070.369.677.4   Non-Immigrant
15.221.922.426.029.730.422.6   Immigrant
92011289366204743124390N
Region of Residence
8.67.78.38.17.89.38.2   Atlantic
23.725.226.026.325.121.524.9   Quebec
38.437.836.937.538.640.137.9   Ontario
16.516.815.815.215.215.716.0   Prairies
12.712.613.012.913.313.512.9   British Columbia
91911289366194743124388N
Table 2: Quartiles and Interquatile Ranges of  Ages at Transitions
By 5-year Birth Cohorts
Start of Regular WorkSchool Completion
Range
rtile
Interqua
Quartile
Third
MedianQuartile
First
Range
rtile
Interqua
Quartile
Third
MedianQuartile
First
Cohorts
8.625.819.917.210.026.220.216.21916-20
6.622.718.216.17.823.317.615.51921-25
4.920.917.616.07.822.617.014.81926-30
5.721.617.815.913.529.320.315.81931-35
5.321.418.416.114.130.120.216.01936-40
5.322.819.817.511.529.522.218.01941-45
4.522.419.417.98.226.522.218.31946-50
4.822.919.918.18.126.521.818.41951-55
5.022.919.917.98.126.622.118.51956-60
5.623.319.917.77.826.422.318.61961-65
5.023.620.718.66.225.122.218.91966-70
5.323.620.418.34.823.721.518.91971-75
Start of First UnionLeaving the Parental Home
Range
rtile
Interqua
Quartile
Third
MedianQuartile
First
Range
rtile
Interqua
Quartile
Third
MedianQuartile
First
Cohorts
8.932.726.623.86.226.422.920.21916-20
5.328.425.723.18.126.422.018.31921-25
6.629.625.323.07.525.721.918.21926-30
5.827.724.821.97.525.421.217.91931-35
6.428.725.022.37.025.921.818.91936-40
5.227.223.622.05.424.522.019.11941-45
4.827.023.822.26.024.921.818.91946-50
7.028.824.421.86.425.321.518.91951-55
7.128.724.521.66.625.821.819.21956-60
6.428.925.222.57.426.422.719.01961-65
25.122.37.127.323.220.11966-70
22.823.621.01971-75
(Cont'd): Quartiles and Interquatile Ranges of Ages at Transitions
By 5-year Birth Cohorts
Birth of First ChildStart of First Marriage
Range
rtile
Interqua
Quartile
Third
MedianQuartile
First
Range
rtile
Interqua
Quartile
Third
MedianQuartile
First
Cohorts
12.938.429.625.58.932.726.623.81916-20
10.635.928.825.45.328.425.723.11921-25
9.934.728.624.96.629.525.222.91926-30
9.333.327.324.05.927.925.022.01931-35
8.732.527.723.96.629.025.122.41936-40
7.531.426.523.95.327.423.622.11941-45
8.132.327.524.25.728.024.022.31946-50
13.538.529.325.010.532.825.622.31951-55
10.035.929.925.89.933.126.423.21956-60
31.227.028.724.71961-65
26.625.81966-70
1971-75
Table 3: Indicators of Length of Transition to 
Adulthood, By 5-Year Birth Cohorts
Settling DownTaking Off
1Q HL
minus
3Q FB
1Q HL
minus
3Q FM
1Q HL
minus
3Q FU
1Q WS
minus
3Q HL
Cohorts
14.09.59.510.01916-20
12.19.59.69.81921-25
12.310.310.29.71926-30
11.89.39.39.61931-35
11.29.49.39.51936-40
10.47.47.36.81941-45
11.27.97.46.51946-50
12.79.68.96.71951-55
12.59.68.47.01956-60
11.19.67.97.91961-65
3Q HL - Age at Home-Leaving of 75th Percentile of Cohorts
1Q WS - Age at Start of Regular Work of 25th Percentile of Cohorts
3Q FU - Age at First Union of 75th Percentile of Cohorts
1Q HL - Age at Home-Leaving of 25th Percentile of Cohorts
3Q FM- Age at First Marriage of 75th Percentile of Cohorts
3Q FB- Age at First Birth of 75th Percentile of Cohorts
Table 4A: Probabilities of Transitions to First Marriage 
 Males, By Birth Cohorts and By Sequences of Transitions
1966-751956-651946-551936-451926-351916-25
A. Direct Marriage Paths
0.010.010.040.030.010.101. Origin-Marriage
0.020.040.080.070.080.102. Origin-Home Leaving-Marriage
0.020.050.120.110.090.20Total 
B. Marriage through Work Paths
0.010.020.030.040.030.041. Origin-Work Start-Marriage
2. Origin- Work Start-Home Leaving-
0.030.080.120.170.120.09    Marriage
3. Origin-Home Leaving-Work Start-
0.010.030.050.060.060.04    Marriage
0.050.130.200.270.220.17Total 
C. Marriage through School and Work Paths
1. Origin-School Completion-Work Start-
0.030.050.070.050.070.06    Marriage
2. Origin-School Completion-Work Start-
0.130.230.230.270.280.28    Home Leaving-Marriage
3. Origin-Home Leaving-School Completion-
0.040.070.060.050.050.06   Work Start-Marriage
0.200.350.350.380.410.39Total 
0.270.520.670.750.720.75Total Probabilities: All Paths
Table 4B: Probabilities of Transitions to First Marriage (or First Union)
 Males, By Birth Cohorts and By Sequences of Transitions
1966-751956-651946-551936-451926-351916-25
UnionUnion
A. Direct Marriage/Union Paths
0.030.020.040.030.010.101. Origin-Marriage/Union
0.040.070.080.070.080.102. Origin-Home Leaving-Marriage/Union
0.070.090.120.110.090.20Total 
B. Marriage/Union through Work Paths
0.030.030.030.040.030.041. Origin- Work Start-Marriage/Union
2. Origin- Work Start-Home Leaving-
0.050.110.120.170.120.09    Marriage/Union
3. Origin-Home Leaving-Work Start-
0.030.040.050.060.060.04    Marriage/Union
0.110.180.200.270.220.17Total 
C. Marriage/Union through School and Work Paths
1. Origin-School Completion-Work Start-
0.090.070.070.050.070.06    Marriage/Union
2. Origin-School Completion-Work Start-
0.250.280.230.270.280.28    Home Leaving-Marriage/Union
3. Origin-Home Leaving-School Completion-
0.070.100.060.050.050.06   Work Start-Marriage/Union
0.410.450.350.380.410.39Total 
0.590.710.670.750.720.75Total Probabilities: All Paths
0.460.560.470.540.530.48Total of Most Common Paths (B2, C1,C2,C3)
Table 5: Duration in Between Transitions
 Males, By Birth Cohorts and By Sequences of Transitions
1966-751956-651946-551936-451926-351916-25
Cohabit.MarriageCohabit.Marriage
School and Work Path II
19.819.819.219.218.617.115.917.4   Origin - School Completion
0.50.52.32.32.10.91.31.2   School Completion - Work Start
3.03.03.63.63.54.35.44.4   Work Start - Home Leaving
1.22.32.62.32.01.72.32.7   Home Leaving - Marriage/Cohabitation
School and Work Path III
19.219.218.818.818.718.917.518.9   Origin - Home Leaving
2.22.22.82.83.03.84.92.8   Home Leaving - School Completion
0.30.30.30.30.30.60.61.1  School Completion - Work Start
3.82.53.63.23.64.25.64.7  Work Start - Marriage/Cohabitation
Table 6: Median Ages at Transitions by Mother's Education, 
First Language, Migration Status, Region of Residence,
and Respondent's Education
FBirthFMarrFUnionHome-LWorkSchool
Mother's Education
28.425.824.722.619.320.0   Elementary
29.326.424.622.220.022.4   High School
31.327.925.522.621.723.5   College
Respondent's Education
27.225.524.321.717.116.2   Less than HS Grad.
28.525.924.322.218.718.4   High School Grad.
29.427.124.822.020.223.6   Some College
29.826.525.122.621.724.1   College/Univ. Grad.
First Language
28.925.824.521.819.422.1   English
28.626.624.022.319.420.0   French
29.926.726.323.721.122.1   Other
Immigration Status
28.726.024.422.119.521.3   Canada-born
30.126.826.123.120.922.6   Immigrant
Region of Residence
27.425.024.022.119.521.6   Atlantic
29.527.624.422.619.820.6   Quebec
28.925.925.122.820.022.1   Ontario
29.025.724.820.919.121.3   Prairies
29.727.124.921.419.222.8   British Columbia
Table 7: Indicators of Length of Transition to Adulthood
By Mother's and Respondent's Education
Taking
Settling DownOff
3Q FB3Q FM3Q FU3Q HL
lessless lessless
1Q HL1Q HL1Q HL1Q WS
Mother's Education
11.48.88.49.2Elementary
11.89.08.36.6High School
12.39.88.96.8College 
Respondent's Education
10.99.39.19.5Some HS or Less
10.78.17.67.7HS Graduate
12.09.58.36.3Some College 
12.09.28.66.4College Graduate
1Q WS - Age at Start of Regular Work of 25th Percentile of Cohort
1Q HL - Age at Home-Leaving of 25th Percentile of Cohort
3Q HL - Age at Home-Leaving of 75th Percentile of Cohort
3Q FU - Age at Start of First Union of 75th Percentile of Cohort
3Q FM - Age at Start of First Marriage of 75th Percentile of Cohort
3Q FB - Age at Birth of First Child of 75th Percentile of Cohort
Table 8: Parameters of the Proportional Hazards Model of Timing of First Marriage
Males, 1936-45 and 1946-55 Birth Cohorts
1946-551936-45
936620Number of Weighted Cases
(15.10%)141(10.27%)64Number of Weighted Censored Cases
(15 d.f.)978.47(15 d.f.)553.33Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square for Model
Rel. RiskStd ErrorEstimateRel. RiskStd ErrorEstimateCovariate
No. of Trans. Before Marriage
0.440.0372-0.8172***0.470.0478-0.7592***  Number of Transitions
Worked Before Marriage
1.00 0.00001.00 0.0000  Did Not Work
4.000.1008 1.3855***4.000.1290 1.3867***  Worked Before
Cohabitation Before Marriage
1.00 0.00001.00 0.0000  Did Not Cohabit
2.610.2375 0.9604***1.280.5401 0.2598  Cohabited
Respondent's Education
1.00 0.00001.00 0.0000  Less than High Sch. Graduate
1.340.1222 0.2957***1.280.1484 0.2464**  High Sch. Graduate
0.900.1201-0.10440.940.1603-0.0612  Some College
0.840.0986-0.1693**0.990.1103-0.0054  College/Univ. Graduate
Mother's Education
1.00 0.00001.00 0.0000  Elementary
0.840.0852-0.1944**1.160.0998 0.1453*  High School 
0.820.1146-0.4471***0.700.1644-0.3634**  College/University
Region of Residence
1.00 0.00001.00 0.0000  Atlantic
1.380.1540 0.3232**1.370.2176 0.3126*  Quebec
3.290.1362 1.1914***4.260.1721 1.4492***  Ontario
1.740.1520 0.5523***1.550.1903 0.4398**  Prairie
1.930.1581 0.6576***2.870.2004 1.0536***  British Columbia
First Language
1.00 0.00001.00 0.0000  English
1.310.1189 0.2697**1.510.1805 0.4092**  French
0.840.1332-0.1770*0.980.1388-0.0223  Other Language
Immigration Status
1.00 0.00001.00 0.0000  Non-Immigrant
0.730.1229-0.3171***0.780.1307 0.2506**  Immigrant
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